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The “multiverse” (i.e., the existence of many Universes) 
has been proposed as a substitute for God to explain 
the origin of our finely-tuned Universe. The multiverse, 
however, while not having evidence of its own to sub- 
stantiate it, also hinges on other theories that have no 
evidence to support them. It is unscientific by definition. 
Further, the multiverse does not answer the ultimate 
question of where everything came from; it admits that 
naturalism is not true; and, ultimately, tacitly admits the 


existence of God. 


F the laws of thermodynamics 

indicate that the Universe could 

not have created itself or existed 
forever,! where did the Universe come 
from? If the laws themselves cannot 
write themselves into existence,” 
where did they come from? A growing 
number of naturalists are, ironically, 
recognizing that there has to be some- 
thing outside of nature to explain 
the existence of the Universe. As we 
have shown elsewhere, there really is 
no such thing as a naturalist.’ Unnat- 
ural events—things which have not 
been shown to be able to occur in 
nature—must have occurred in the 
past in order to explain the natu- 
ral realm (¢.g., abiogenesis, laws of 
science writing themselves, matter/ 
energy spontaneously generating, 


non-designed design, etc., had to 
occur). 

In order to avoid admitting that a 
supernatural Being exists, the theory 
being invoked by a growing number 
of naturalists is that a supernatural 
(though apparently God-less) realm 
exists called the multiverse. This mul- 
tiverse is thought to explain where 
matter, energy, the laws of physics, 
and even the “mysterious” examples 
of “fine-tuning” we see in the Uni- 
verse came from, all without resort- 
ing to the existence of God as the 
explanation. In the words of cosmolo- 
gist Bernard Carr of Queen Mary 
University of London, “If you don’t 
want God, you'd better have a mul- 
tiverse.” So, what is the multiverse? 
Is there evidence for the existence of 
such a place? 
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STRING THEORY: ALLEGED 
SUPPORT FOR THE MULTIVERSE 


HE multiverse is the idea that the 
Universe is not the only Universe 
that exists: other Universes exist 
(10°°°, according to string theory’) 
outside our own, and those Universes 
can collide, creating Big Bangs of their 
own.°® Cosmologist and Professor 
of Physics at California Institute of 
Technology Sean Carroll explained: 
“If conditions are just right...[parts 
of one Universe—JM] can undergo 
inflation and pinch off to form a 
separate universe all its own—a baby 
universe. Our universe may be the 
offspring of some other universe.”” 
Though the multiverse is not 
demanded by string theory, some 
cosmologists attempt to find sup- 
port for it through string theory. 
Cosmologist and distinguished 
emeritus Professor of Mathemat- 
ics and Applied Mathematics at the 
University of Cape Town in South 
Africa George Ellis, and Professor 
of Physics and Astronomy at Johns 
Hopkins University Joseph Silk said, 
“Fundamentally, the multiverse expla- 
nation relies on string theory.”* So 
before responding to the multiverse 
theory, what is string theory? 
Modern physics is comprised of two 
branches: general relativity—physics 
that governs the “large” realm that 
we can generally see (e.g, astronomy, 
astrophysics, and cosmology), and 
a distinctly different physics that 
governs the “tiny” realm—namely, 
at the level of particles, atoms, and 
what makes up matter (i-e., quantum 
mechanics). The problem is that 
the physics of these two separate 
branches do not work together when 
joined. They apply only to their sepa- 
rate domains—not to the domain of 
the other. “This [realization—JM] set 
the stage for more than a half-cen- 
tury of despair as physicists valiantly 


struggled, but repeatedly failed, to 
meld general relativity and quantum 
mechanics, the laws of the large and 
small, into a single all-encompassing 
description”? —the so-called “theory 
of everything.” 

While the concept of “string theory” 
has been around for several decades, 
persistent problems with the theory 
made it unpopular as a candidate for 
the “theory of everything.” Then in 
1984, John Schwarz and Michael 
Green made discoveries that re-ener- 
gized hope that string theory could 
bridge the divide between general 
relativity and quantum mechanics. 
Writing in Discover magazine, Steve 
Nadis explained, “[T]his theory 
attempted to unify all the known 
forces into a single, elegant package. 
Some physicists hailed string theory 
as the long-sought ‘theory of every- 
thing.”’° Before string theory, the 
smallest, most fundamental “stuff” 
that were thought to make up matter 
(e.g., electrons, protons, neutrons, 
and photons) were infinitesimal, 
dimensionless particles—tiny dots 
that, unlike everything else, could 
not be broken down or divided 
into anything else and without any 

“internal machinery” of their own. 
In string theory, however, a change 
in the composition of the funda- 
mental particles is hypothesized. 
Instead, the particles that make up 
matter are thought to be tiny, one 
dimensional, vibrating strings. How 
those strings vibrate determines what 
kind of particle something is (its mass, 
electric charge, nuclear properties, 
etc.). That might not necessarily 
sound far-fetched, but the fact that 
string theory requires the existence 
of six or seven unobserved dimen- 
sions—dimensions beyond those that 
we can perceive (i.e., length, width, 
height, and time)—in order for it to 
work," definitely causes some physi- 
cists to scratch their heads in concern. 


Regardless, according to cosmologists 
and physicists Paul Steinhardt,’ 
Justin Khoury,'? Burt Ovrut,’* and 
Neil Turok,” the “inspiration” for 
their belief in the multiverse 
came from string theory, the 
most widespread approach to get 
Einstein’s general theory of relativ- 
ity, which best describes space and 
time, to play nicely with quantum 
mechanics, which best describes 
everything else. String theory 
proposes that the various particles 
that make up matter and transmit 
forces are vibrations of tiny quan- 
tum-mechanical strings, including 
one that produces a “graviton,” an 
as-yet-undetected particle that 
transmits gravity. It also predicts 
the existence of extra dimensions 
beyond the four [i-e., length, width, 
height, and time—JM] of space and 
time we see.'° 
According to Ellis, “If we had proof 
that string theory is correct, its theo- 
retical predictions could be a legiti- 
mate, experimentally based argument 
for a multiverse.”!” 


THE MULTIVERSE: SEVEN PROBLEMS 
FOR THE NATURALIST 


S the multiverse theory true? Is 
it even science? Does it have any 


supporting evidence? Does it solve 
the naturalist’s problem of explaining 
the Universe without God? 


Problem #!: String Theory 


Recall that, while string theory 
does not necessarily imply that the 
multiverse is true, the multiverse 

“relies on string theory.”’* The first 
problem, then, with the multiverse 
hypothesis is that string theory, upon 
which the multiverse relies, still has 
no tangible evidence to substantiate 
it. Many physicists since Green’s and 
Schwarz’s discoveries 

hailed string theory as the long- 
sought “theory of everything.” Har- 
vard University physicist Andrew 
Strominger, a leader in string theory 
for decades...[knew] that such 
assertions were overblown. And, 
sure enough, skepticism has seeped 
in over the years. No one has yet 
conceived of an experiment that 
could definitively verify or refute 
string theory. The backlash may 
have peaked in 2006, when several 
high-profile books and articles 
attacked the theory.” 

Regarding string theory as it relates 
to the multiverse, George Ellis said, 

“String theory has moved from being 
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a theory that explains everything to 
a theory where almost anything is 
possible... But string theory is not a 
tried-and-tested theory; it is not even 
a complete theory.””’ Theoretical 
physicist and cosmologist of Arizona 
State University Lawrence Krauss 
admitted, “[W]e have, as of yet, no 
well-defined quantum theory of grav- 
ity—that is, a theory that describes 
gravity using the rules governing the 
behavior of matter and energy at the 
tiniest scales. String theory is perhaps 
the best attempt so far, but there is 
no evidence that it is correct or 
that it can consistently resolve all the 
problems that a complete quantum 
theory of gravity must address.”” 
Astrophysicist Eric Chaison of the 
Harvard-Smithsonian Center for 
Astrophysics said, “Although the 
theory of superstrings is now causing 
great excitement in the physics com- 
munity, there is to date nota shred of 
experimental or observational evi- 
dence to support it.” Tim Folger, 
writing in Discover magazine, admit- 
ted that “[a]lthough experimental 
evidence for string theory is still 
lacking, many physicists believe it to 
be their best candidate for a theory 
of everything.”* Stuart Clark and 
Richard Webb, writing in New Sci- 
entist, acknowledged that “string 
theory has yet to make a single test- 
able prediction.”™ 

So in spite of the lack of evidence 
for string theory, many physicists are 
still holding on to hope. Notice Stro- 
minger’s optimism: “String theory 
may not be the fabled theory of every- 
thing..., ‘but it is definitely a theory of 
something.”” But Silk and Ellis went 
further, acknowledging that string 
theory is “as yet unverified.... It is 
not, in our opinion, robust, let alone 
testable.”** Notice that according 
to Silk and Ellis, not only is string 
theory unverified, it is not even test- 
able. If it is not testable, how can it 


be scientific? And if other dimen- 
sions exist according to string theory, 
and we cannot even observe them, 
how can string theory qualify as a 
legitimate scientific theory? To ask 
is to answer. 

Such problems have not gone unno- 
ticed by some physicists. In 2014 in 
Nature, Ellis and Silk wrote an article 
titled “Defend the Integrity of Phys- 
ics,’ in which they rebuked theoreti- 
cal physicists for the direction they 
have turned in their scientific endeav- 
ors regarding string theory. The need 
for tangible evidence before accept- 
ing a theory is becoming a thing of 
the past: 

This year, debates in physics circles 

took a worrying turn. Faced with 

difficulties in applying fundamen- 
tal theories to the observed Uni- 
verse, some researchers called fora 

change in how theoretical physics is 

done. They began to argue—explic- 
itly—that if a theory is sufficiently 
elegant and explanatory, it need not 

be tested experimentally, break- 
ing with centuries of philosophi- 
cal tradition of defining scientific 

knowledge as empirical. We dis- 
agree. As the philosopher of science 

Karl Popper argued: a theory must 
be falsifiable to be scientific. Chief 
among the “elegance will suffice” 
advocates are some string theorists 

[who rely on unobservable entities 

to validate their theories—JM.... 
These unprovable hypotheses 

[i-e., string theory and the multi- 
verse—JM] are quite different from 

those that related directly to the 

real world and that are testable 

through observations.... As we 

see it, theoretical physics risks 

becoming a no-man’s land between 

mathematics, physics and philoso- 
phy that does not truly meet the 

requirements of any. The issue of 
testability has been lurking for a 

decade. String theory and multi- 
verse theory have been criticized in 

popular books and articles.” 
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So, string theorists are moving away 
from the long-standing definition of 
what constitutes “science.” Davide 
Castelvecchi, writing in Nature in 
2015, said: 

String theory is at the heart of a 
debate over the integrity of the 
scientific method itself. Is string 
theory science? Physicists and cos- 
mologists have been debating the 
question for the past decade... For 
a scientific theory to be considered 
valid, scientists often require that 
there be an experiment that could, 
in principle, rule the theory out— 
or “falsify” it, as the philosopher 
of science Karl Popper put it in the 
1930s....78 
According to Castelvecchi, string 
theory is the “principal example” of 
theoretical physicists straying “from 
this guiding principle—even arguing 
for it to be relaxed.... The strings are 
too tiny to detect using today’s tech- 
nology—but some argue that string 
theory is worth pursuing whether or 
not experiments will ever be able to 
measure its effects, simply because 
it seems to be the ‘right’ solution to 
many quandaries.”” 

String theory is not science. It is 
evidence-less speculation and conjec- 
ture. And some physicists recognize 
that the problem is even worse than 
a lack of evidence for string theory: 

Joe Polchinski at the University of 
California at Santa Barbara and 
Raphael Bousso at the University 
of California at Berkeley calcu- 
lated that the basic equations of 
string theory have an astronomical 
number of different possible solu- 
tions, perhaps as many as 10'°". 
Each solution represents a unique 
way to describe the universe. This 
meant that almost any experi- 
mental result would be consistent 
with string theory; the theory 
could never be proved right or 
wrong. Some critics say this real- 
ization dooms string theory as 
a scientific enterprise.... String 


(cont. on p. 44) 


@x7A\ 
Does Matthew (0-11 Belong in the flew Testament? 


. My resources are limited to finda 

* decent enough answer for the pas- 

sage at Mt. 18:11. I would like to know 
why or why not it should be in our Bibles. 
, During the early centuries of Christi- 

e anity, copies of New Testament books 
were made by Christians as those books came 
from the hands of the apostles. Then cop- 
ies were made of copies, and then copies of 
copies of copies, and so on. It was inevitable 
that slight/minor changes would occur in 
some copies. In later years, New Testament 
books were copied by monks and even by 
professional copyists who did so for their 
living. Those who became very familiar 
with the synoptic Gospel accounts some- 
times unnecessarily attempted to harmo- 
nize them with each other in those pas- 
sages that are parallel, even though the Holy 
Spirit used different wording in, say Mat- 
thew, than He did in Luke, where the same 
incident is reported. Hence, copyists some- 


The Marriage of Joseph and Mary 


. Were Mary and Joseph actually 
* married, just not in a consum- 
mated relationship, before they travelled 
to Bethlehem, or had they only had the 
betrothal ceremony of marriage? 
, Phe Jewish concept of betrothal is 
e unique and unlike the American 
concept of “engaged.” Under Mosaic Law, 
unfaithfulness during the betrothal period 
was tantamount to adultery and elicited 
the death penalty (Deuteronomy 22:23- 
28; Leviticus 20:10; Ezekiel 16:38; cf. John 
8:5). A betrothed couple were essentially 
considered to be husband and wife—as evi- 
dent from the fact that during the betrothal 
period Joseph is identified as “her husband” 
(Matthew 1:20). The angelinstructed Joseph: 
“Do not be afraid to take to you Mary your 
wife” (vs. 20). This phrase means to “recog- 
nize her as such, and to treat her as such.”! 
Did he obey the angel and proceed to take 
her as his wife? He did: “Then Joseph, being 


times introduced words from one Gospel 

account into another to force them to be 

uniform in wording. That is clearly what 

happened with Matthew 18:11. Somewhere 

along the line, a copyist who was very famil- 
iar with Luke introduced the words of Luke 

19:10 into the copy of Matthew 18 that he 

was making. The words are authentic from 

Luke’s pen, but were not written by Matthew. 
Many manuscript copies do not contain the 

verse, but the copies that ultimately influ- 
enced the KJV were copies that had the inter- 
polation introduced. Observe that no doc- 
trine of Scripture is placed in jeopardy and 

no new information is added to the text by 
such variants in certain copies, and the orig- 
inal text is still preserved in the aggregate of 
manuscripts. See our article at: http://apol- 
ogeticspress.org/APContent.aspx?category 
=13 &article=5196&topic=103. 


Dave Miller 


aroused from sleep, did as the angel of the 

Lord commanded him and took to him 

his wife” (vs. 24, emp. added). This action 

of marriage preceded Jesus’ birth in Bethle- 
hem, as McGarvey observed, “several months 

prior to the birth of Jesus.”* Though the 

couple was officially married prior to Jesus’ 
birth, the text makes clear that the couple 

refrained from sexual relations: he “did not 
know her till she had brought forth her first- 
born Son” (Matthew 1:25). 


Dave Miller 


ENDNOTES 


1 Albert Barnes (2005), Notes on the New 
Testament: Matthew and Mark (Grand 
Rapids, MI: Baker), p. 6, emp. added. By 
“treat,” Barnes meant to treat her as his wife 
rather than as a non-wife, with no intention 
to refer to the sexual relationship. 

> JW. McGarvey (no date), The Fourfold 
Gospel (Cincinnati, OH: Standard), p. 27. 
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theory is still very much a work 
in progress.” 

Notice that scientists have correctly 
relied heavily on the ability to test, 
observe, and falsify scientific theories. 
Sadly, many scientists have moved to 
the extreme in their interpretation of 
that principle, claiming that since the 
supernatural realm cannot be empiri- 
cally tested or observed, the existence 
of God or the Creation model should 
not be considered on the table of 
scientific discussion: it is essentially 
false by scientific definition, and pure 
naturalism is defined as true. The 
above scientists, however, are high- 
lighting the fact that with regard to 
string theory, many scientists are now 
openly contradicting that long-held 
belief. But if supernatural options are 
now allowed in the discussion, why 
will these same scientists not allow 
the biblical explanation to be consid- 
ered in the discussion, considering 
that the Bible has supernatural attri- 
butes and therefore provides positive 
evidence of the existence of the super- 
natural realm and its Ruler?*! 

To be clear, some physicists draw a 
marked distinction between string 
theory and the multiverse, arguing 
that string theory is “testable ‘in prin- 
ciple’ and thus perfectly scientific, 
because the strings are potentially 
detectable.” It may be that string 
theory will one day be verified, but 
the point is that, until it is verified, 
those who wish to point to the mul- 
tiverse as “evidence” that God need 
not exist have absolutely no scientific 
foundation upon which to launch 
a campaign for the existence of the 
multiverse. Proponents of the mul- 
tiverse hold to a belief in it without 
evidence—their faith is blind. Fur- 
ther, keep in mind, once again, even if 
string theory were true, it still would 
not mean that the multiverse is true. 
If string theory is not true, however, 
then the small shred of hope some 


naturalists have that string theory 
could provide a starting point based 
in fact for proving the existence of a 
multiverse disappears. 


Problem #2: Inflation 


CCORDING to cosmologist and 
Professor of Physics at Stanford 
University Andrei Linde, and cos- 
mologist, physicist, and director of 
the Institute of Cosmology at Tufts 
University Alex Vilenkin, during Big 
Bang inflation® (which they believe 
is still on-going) “different regions of 
the cosmos are budding off, under- 
going inflation, and evolving into 
essentially separate universes. The 
same process will occur in each of 
those new universes in turn.”>* The 
multiverse theory is tied to inflation, 
as is Big Bang Theory, but as we have 
shown elsewhere, inflation has no 
evidence to support it. Writing 
in Nature in 2014, Paul Steinhardt, 
“who helped develop inflationary 
theory but is now a scathing critic 
of it,”** wrote a stinging critique of 
inflation. His article was in response 
to the lack of evidence for Big Bang 
inflation after the then newly dis- 
covered alleged evidence for it (the 
discovery of Big Bang gravitational 
waves) was found to be false.*” In 
the article, titled “Big Bang Blun- 
der Bursts the Multiverse Bubble,” 
he argued that “[p]remature hype 
over gravitational waves highlights 
gaping holes in models for the origins 
and evolution of the Universe.”** He 
noted that the “progeny” of inflation 
is the multiverse, but said, 
The BICEP, incident [i.e., the erro- 
neously hailed discovery of Big 
Bang inflation gravitational waves— 
JM] has also revealed a truth about 
inflationary theory. The common 
view is that it is a highly predic- 
tive theory. If that was the case 
and the detection of gravitational 
waves was the “smoking gun” proof 
ofinflation, one would think that 
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non-detection means that the 
theory fails. Such is the nature 
of normal science. Yet some pro- 
ponents of inflation who celebrated 
the BICEP, announcement already 
insist that the theory is equally 
valid whether or not gravitational 
waves are detected. How is this 
possible? The answer given by pro- 
ponents is alarming: the inflation- 
ary paradigm is so flexible that it 
is immune to experimental and 
observational tests... [I]nflation 
does not end with a universe with 
uniform properties, but almost 
inevitably leads to a multiverse 
with an infinite number of bubbles, 
in which the cosmic and physical 
properties vary from bubble to 
bubble [ie., inflation implies a 
multiverse—the two stand or fall 
together—JM]. Scanning over all 
possible bubbles in the multiverse, 
everything that can physically 
happen does happen an infinite 
number of times. No experiment 
can rule out a theory that allows 
for all possible outcomes. Hence, 
the paradigm of inflation [and sub- 
sequently, the multiverse—JM] is 
unfalsifiable.... [I]t is clear that 
the inflationary paradigm is fun- 
damentally untestable, and hence 
scientifically meaningless.* 
Problem #2 for the multiverse, there- 
fore, is that even if string theory were 
true, there is no evidence for Big Bang 
inflation—another necessary puzzle 
piece in multiverse theory. 


Problem #3: 
No Evidence for the Multiverse 


VEN if string theory and infla- 

tion had evidence to substanti- 
ate their veracity, neither theory 
demands that the multiverse is a real- 
ity. The multiverse needs evidence of 
its own to substantiate it, and it has 
none. That means that, by definition, 
beliefin the multiverse (like Big Bang 
inflation) is irrational, according to 
the Law of Rationality,’ and another 


example of naturalists’ blind “faith” 
in naturalism. 

Ellis acknowledged concerning the 
multiverse: “We just do not know 
what actually happens, for we have no 
information about these regions and 
never will.... All in all, the case for 
the multiverse is inconclusive. The 
basic reason is the extreme flexibility 
of the proposal: it is more a concept 
than a well-defined theory.... The 
key step in justifying a multiverse is 
extrapolation from the known to the 
unknown, from the testable to the 
untestable.”! Ellis and Silk noted 
that “[f]undamentally, the multiverse 
explanation relies on string theory, 
which is as yet unverified, and on 
speculative mechanisms for real- 
izing different physics in different 
sister universes.” 

Hugh Everett is credited with first 
proposing the popular “Many-Worlds 
Interpretation” of quantum physics: 

“a quantum ‘multiverse’ in which all 
possible outcomes are realized in a 
vast array of parallel worlds.” But 
after over 50 years since his proposal, 
according to theoretical physicist and 
professor at Columbia University 
Brian Greene, “we still do not know 
if his approach is right.”* Evidence is 
still lacking. Michael Finkel, writing 
in National Geographic, said, 

In recent years it’s become increas- 
ingly accepted among theoretical 

physicists that our universe is not 
all there is. We live, rather, in what’s 

known as the multiverse—a vast 
collection of universes, each a sepa- 
rate bubble in the Swiss cheese of 
reality. This is all highly specula- 
tive, but it’s possible that to give 

birth to a new universe you first 

need to take a bunch of matter 
from an existing universe, crunch 

it down, and seal it off.** 

Theoretical physicist and cosmolo- 
gist of the University of Cambridge 
Stephen Hawking has advanced the 


multiverse idea as well, but admits 


that it is “still just a theory. It’s yet 
to be confirmed by any evidence.” 
Astrophysicst Gregory Benford of the 
University of California at Irvine 
wrote in his book, What We Believe 
but Cannot Prove, “This ‘multi- 
verse’ view represents the failure of 
our grand agenda and seems to me 
contrary to the prescribed simplic- 
ity of Occam’s Razor, solving our 
lack of understanding by multiply- 
ing unseen entities into infinity.” 
Physicist Mark Buchanan, writing 
in New Scientist, authored an article 
titled “When Does Multiverse Specu- 
lation Cross into Fantasy?” Respond- 
ing to Max Tegmark’s claims about 
the multiverse in Our Mathematical 
Universe, Buchanan said, 
Tegmark tries hard to make the 
seemingly outlandish sound 
almost obvious and unavoid- 
able, and offers taxonomy to 
help organize a zoo of imagined 
parallel universes.... These other 
domains—or “universes”—could 
well exist, although we currently 
have no observational evidence 
for them.... [T]here does seem to 
be something a little question- 
able with this vast multiplica- 
tion of multiverses.... Multiverse 
champions seem quite happy, even 


eager, to invoke infinite numbers 
of other universes as mechanisms 
for explaining things we see in our 
own universe. In asense, multiverse 
enthusiasts take a “leap of faith” 
every bit as big as the leap to believ- 
ing in a creator, as physicist Paul 
Davies put it in an article in The 
New York Times.” 

Philosopher Richard Dawid of 
Ludwig Maximillian University 
notes concerning the multiverse 
that “physicists have begun to use 
purely theoretical factors, such as the 
internal consistency ofa theory or the 
absence of credible alternatives, to 
update estimates, instead of basing 
those revisions on actual data.” It 
is bewildering why scientists would 
not see Creation as a “credible alter- 
native,’ considering that it is based 
on evidence.” Instead, they choose 
to throw out reason and make up 
imaginary realms without evidence. 
Is it possible that there is widespread 
bias against God in the scientific 
community? 


There is no evidence for the multi- 
verse, but that’s not the worst of it. 
Not only is there no evidence, but 
apparently, there can be no evi- 
dence. Theoretical physicist at the 
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University of California, Santa Bar- 
bara, David Gross makes a distinc- 
tion between string theory and the 
multiverse and sees multiverse theory 
as much more troubling than string 
theory, “because the other universes 
that it postulates probably cannot 
be observed from our own, even in 
principle.””° Stephen Battersby, writ- 
ing in New Scientist, stated in despair 
concerning the multiverse, 
Our standard cosmology also says 
that space was stretched into shape 
just a split second after the big bang 
by a third dark and unknown 
entity called the inflation field. 
That might imply the existence 
of a multiverse of countless other 
universes hidden from our view, 
most of them unimaginably alien— 
just to make models of our own 
universe work. Are these weighty 
phantoms too great a burden for 
our observations to bear—a 
wholesale return of conjecture 
out of a trifling investment of 
fact, as Mark Twain put it?! 
Notice: the other Universes of the 
multiverse are “hidden from our 
view’ —unobservable “phantoms’— 
and yet the multiverse is needed 
“just to make models of our own 
universe work.” In other words, the 
existence of a supernatural realm— 
an unobservable reality beyond our 
Universe—is demanded in order to 
make sense of the Universe (more on 
that subject later). 
Ellis explained: 
The notion of parallel universes 
leapt out of the pages of fic- 
tion into scientific journals in 
the 1990s. Many scientists claim 
that megamillions of other uni- 
verses, each with its own laws of 
physics, lie out there, beyond our 
visual horizon. They are collec- 
tively known as the multiverse. 
The trouble is that no possible 
astronomical observations can 
ever see those other universes. 
The arguments are indirect at 


best. And even if the multiverse 
exists, it leaves the deep mysteries 
of nature [e.g., why does anything 
exist?—JM] unexplained... All the 
parallel universes lie outside our 
horizon and remain beyond our 
capacity to see, now or ever, no 
matter how technology evolves. 
In fact, they are too far away to 
have had any influence on our 
universe whatsoever. That is why 
none of the claims made by mul- 
tiverse enthusiasts can be directly 
substantiated.” 
Notice: according to Ellis, the mulkti- 
verse is beyond our ability to see “now 
or ever, no matter how technology 
evolves.” “[N]one of the claims made 
by multiverse enthusiasts can be 
directly substantiated.” Recall that 
Ellis and Silk called the multiverse 
(and string theory) “imperceptible 
domains” and “unprovable hypoth- 
eses.”*’ In the multiverse, they say, 
“Billions of universes—and of galaxies 
and copies of each of us—accumulate 
with no possibility of communica- 
tion between them or of testing their 
reality.”** Folger said, “For many 
physicists, the multiverse remains a 
desperate measure, ruled out by the 
impossibility of confirmation.”” 
One would think such admissions 
would give more scientists pause, but 
those bent on blindly rejecting God 
seem to be, literally, beyond reason 
on the matter. 
Joshua Sokol, writing in New Scien- 
tist, said concerning “neighbouring 
universe|s] leaking into ours,” “Sadly, 
if they do exist, other bubbles are nigh 
on impossible to learn about.” 
Amanda Gefter, also writing in New 
Scientist, discussed making predic- 
tions and testing them through obser- 
vations in the Universe. “That’s not 
possible in an infinite multiverse: 
there are no definite predictions, only 
probabilities.”*’ Clark and Webb dis- 
cuss various difficulties with the idea 
that there are many Universes: “The 
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second is how you get convincing 

evidence for the existence of any of 
them.”** Lawson Parker, writing in 

National Geographic, explained that 
“liJnflation theory says our universe 

exploded from...[a quantum energy] 

fluctuation—a random event that, 
odds are, had happened many times 

before. Our cosmos may be one ina 

sea of others just like ours—or noth- 
ing like ours. These other cosmos will 

very likely remain forever inaccessi- 
ble to observation, their possibilities 

limited only by our imagination.”” 

How convenient for naturalists 

to be able to propose a theory to 

explain away God, and that theory 
be immune to falsification since it is 

known from the start to be “forever 
inaccessible to observation.” 

[to be continued] 
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